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distinctly repudiated by tie Higli Court in Common- Chapter
wealth v. Xew South Wales.1 It was there laid down that    ___"
the State could be sued in tort, arising out of a collision
between steamers belonging to the two governments,
despite the contention of the State that it was sovereign
and that to derogate from its immunity there must at
least be a State Act. The Court relied on the terms of
Section 75 (3) giving jurisdiction to the Court where the
Commonwealth is a party. Indeed the State as sovereign
was discounted as an unfounded and mischievous idea.
In the same way it has been held that the power to
acquire property from States or persons carries with it
the Crown rights to minerals, so that they pass to the
Crown in the Commonwealth.2 Moreover, it has been
ruled that the Commonwealth may grant aid to such
State undertakings as roads,3 despite the suggestion
that this is a distinct contravention of the true federal
principle. In Canada similarly the Dominion has been
permitted to finance an Old Age Pensions scheme con-
currently with the provinces, though such a social
activity is not prima facie in the federal sphere. The
decision in Pirrie v. McFarlane* which holds that the
State law as to motor-cars applies to a federal military
officer, no doubt admits the right of the State to bind
the Crown in the Commonwealth, but its value is
greatly reduced by the fact that it equally recognises
the right of the Commonwealth by mere regulation
under the defence legislation to override a State Act.
On the other hand, some limitation has been placed
on the ubiquity of the operations of the Commonwealth
1  (1923), 32 C.L.E. 200.
2  Cammmiwealth T. New Smith Wales (1923), 33 C.L.B. 1.
3  Victoria v. Commenweatih (1926), 3S C.L.R. 399.
4  (1925), 36 C.L.E. 170.